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over. I do w ant  to point out t hat earlier d e b a t e  said that, you 
know, this o nly addresses the f i v e - y e a r - o l d  provision. Same 
seats were a s sumed and the fact is, you know, w e ' r e  just making 
it a little b r o a d e r  t han what it is. I do n ' t  b e l i e v e  that to be 
the case. I b e l i e v e  the actual s cenario to be the fact that 
p a rents will n e e d  to b u y  this n e w  device, one per child per 
vehicle, and if yo u  w a n t  to c a r-pool yo u  b e t t e r  bu y  one for the 
n eigh b o r s  too, at a p p r o x i m a t e l y  20 bucks p er item, $20 per item. 
Now, let's figu r e  that up over th e  w h o l e  si t . . . o v e r  the whole 
p i c t u r e  of this issue. A nd I d o n ' t  k n o w  if this is an economic 
stimulus, b e c a u s e  it will raise sales tax. Bu t  I'm...I don't 
k now if that's the wa y  w e  w ant t o  go about this. This issue, to 
me, is draconian. I que s t i o n  th e  intent of th e  p e r s o n  who put 
in the emerg e n c y  clause into t his bill, and S e nator T hom ps on 
said that that was no t  h er idea, and I c o m m e n d  he r  for that, by 
the way. Bu t  th e  fact that the e m e r g e n c y  clau s e  was pu t  into
the bill, I think, raises a red flag. I th i n k  it shows that the
w h o l e  bill is d r a c o n i a n  in nature. It removes the
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of individual parents. T h e y  shou l d  be able to 
d ec i d e  for t h e m selves w i t h o u t  th e  go v e r n m e n t  t e l l i n g  t h e m . ..to 
t ake over. An d  Senator Thompson, in her c l o s i n g  on the...on 
LB 1073, said t hat it's our responsibility. I disagree. I do 
not b e li ev e that it's the g o v e r n m e n t ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to place 
e very child in a safety seat. I b e l i e v e  that's a parental 
responsibility. An d  the m ore par e n t a l  respo n s i b i l i t i e s  we 
remove the m ore we remove p a r e n t s  from the picture. Carpooling, 
as I've d i s c u s s e d  before, takes place. In fact, I think it
involves p a rents to a greater extent. Th e r e  are a lot of
schools around the state t hat d o n ' t  have busses; t hey car-pool 
instead. Are we going to tell these p a rents we d o n ' t  n eed them 
anymore b e cause we're go i n g  to get buss e s  or, basically, put 
another charge to them? B e c a u s e  t h a t 's w h a t  the practical
matter is. Obviously, I'm g o i n g  to v o t e  no on the A bill
b e c ause I think, obviously, we shouldn't spend any m o n e y  on it.
But m ore importantly, LB 1073, I hope, does no t  bec o m e  law. I
d i d  not sense a great deal of e n t h u s i a s m  in the a d v ancement  of 
LB 1073. I think we h ave far g r eater issues to discuss this 
s e s s i o n  rather than spending m u l t i p l e  hours of d e b a t e  on Select 
File. That...I don't know ho w  things are go i n g  to carry down, 
but I think that we n e e d  to r e a l l y  see what our p r i o rities are
for this session, and w h e t h e r  LB 1073 is t r u l y  among the
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